REMARKS 

The enclosed is responsive to the Examiner's Office Action mailed on March 25, 
2008. At the time the Examiner mailed the Office Action claims 8-22, were pending. By 
way of the present response Applicants have: 1) amended claims 8, 11-16, and 18-21; and 2) 
added no claims; and 3) canceled no claims. As such, claims 8-22 are now pending. Support 
for the amendment can be found at least on page 7, lines 5-7, page 6, lines 15-17, page 8, 
lines 3-8, and figure 4, element 404. 

Applicants respectfully request reconsideration of the present application and 
allowance of all claims now presented. 

Claim Re jections - 35 U.S.C. § 103 
The Examiner rejected claims 8-22 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Rambaldi et al. (US 6,618,084) (hereinafter, "Rambaldi"). in view of Mori et al. (US 
5,168,379) by (hereinafter, "Mori"). 

In light of the amendment, the Examiner's rejections have become moot. 
Nonetheless, the following remarks regarding the Examiner's rejections and the amended 
claims may be helpful to expedite prosecution. Claim 8 relates to a method of tracking 
images, said method comprising: placing an image sensor in a image capturing device, said 
image sensor having a plurality of intentionally modified transistors that form an identifier; 
capturing an image with said image capturing device, wherein the identifier comprises 
encoded sensor identification data for use in identifying the specific sensor from which the 
image had been captured; processing said image such that said identifier is decoded from 
said image to produce sensor identification data : and storing said sensor identification data 
with said image. 
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In contrast, neither Rambaldi nor Mori disclose or suggest a method of 
tracking images, nor an encoded sensor identification data for use in identifying the 
specific sensor ; nor decoded from said image to produce sensor identification data. 
Rambaldi appears to be related to identifying ma nufacturing defects in the sensor and then 
correcting the defects by interpolation from adjacent pixels. The defects are not intentional, 
nor are they used for identification purposes of the sensor, nor are they encoded or decoded to 
provide such identification of the sensor. Mori suffers from similar defects and appears to 
relate to intentionally creating a location mark in the sensor, which is not at all related to the 
identification of the sensor . In fact Mori appears to teach away from the claimed invention 
because Mori is directed to providing timing data that changes with time and the images 
captured, whereas claim 8 requires that sensor be permanently modified with an encoded 
identifier, which does not change, and is embedded in the data files of each image captured. 
There is no encoding nor decoding, nor any mechanism to provide any identification data 
in either prior art references of record. 

Furthermore, claim 13 relates to similar features discussed above, in addition to the 
feature requiring that the identification features serve to deter the capability of fraudulently 
modifying the sensor identification data by users. Again the prior art of record fails to 
disclose or suggest any identification features of the sensor, and Mori actually teaches away 
from the invention because it provides a user controlled time stamp. Further, the location 
mark in Mori does not provide any uniqueness that would permit one to distinguish or 
identify one sensor over other similar sensors. 

In view of the above remarks, a specific discussion of the dependent claims is 
considered to be unnecessary. Therefore, Applicants' silence regarding any 
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dependent claim is not to be interpreted as agreement with, or acquiescence to, the 
rejection of such claim or as waiving any argument regarding that claim. 

Applicant, accordingly, respectfully requests withdrawal of the rejections of claims 
22 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Rambaldi in view of Mori. 
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CONCLUSION 

Applicant respectfully submits that the present application is in condition for 
allowance. Applicant's Representative would like to request a telephone conference with the 
Examiner when the Examiner is ready to work on the application. The Examiner is requested 
to call Neal Berezny at (408) 962-7563 to schedule a telephone conference. 

Pursuant to 37 C.F.R. 1.136(a)(3), applicant(s) hereby request and authorize the U.S. 
Patent and Trademark Office to (1) treat any concurrent or future reply that requires a petition 
for extension of time as incorporating a petition for extension of time for the appropriate 
length of time and (2) charge all required fees, including extension of time fees and fees 
under 37 C.F.R. 1.16 and 1.17, to Deposit Account No. 02-2666. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Blakely, Sokoloff, Taylor & Zafman LLP 

Date: June 25, 2008 

1279 Oakmead Parkway 
Sunnyvale, CA 94085-4040 
(408) 720-8300 
Customer No.: 08791 
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